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Dear Paul, 

Thank you for your latest series of letters to me which I 
find rather distressing. 

First of all, to both Dick’s and my assertion that pieces of 
lead will not come off on brain tissue, you cite the fact that 
copper traces were found on the garments. You say, "He know 
that detectable amounts of copper from the jacket can come off 
on clothing; why isMXS it so hard to believe that d&st-like 
fragments of the softer core can come off it tissue?** 

Let me remind you that there are many ways in which metal 
san be “detected** and there are many varieties and densities 
of "tissue. " Now, the metal in JFK’s head was "detectable 0 on 
X-rays. The metal on the clothes was not detectable on 
X-rays, as the FBI report reveals. It could only be 
"detected 0 when subjected to very sensative chemical tests, and 
even then it was "detected" in miniscule quantities* To 
imagine what passage through brain tissue"is like, tjjiry st iking 
your hand into a bowl of jelio* Not much resistance. Is 
there? How, to deposit that miniscule amount of copper on 
the jacket, the bullet first scraped against rough fibrous 
material which had the backing of XX2S tough, resiliant 
skin and muscle , quite a variant of your general "tissue. 9 

So, your analogy shows me that at about the best conditions 
for frictional forces on the body, a bullet left miniscule 
traces of metal which did not show up on X-rays. From 
this you expect me to believe that under about the worst 
conditions for such friction, a bullet left pieces of metal 
big enough to show up on an X-ray. 

In your letter to me, you say that the f.p.s. figure for 
bullet bursting it not at issue, but "whether fine particles 
of lead can be rubbed off." Perhaps you are right that 
only an "experiment* can tell for sure. Without such 
"experiments," however, I must rely on the naive notion that 
such ideas are preposterous and inconceivable, as well as in 
direct opposition to the "normal" phenomlnon observed by 
both hunters and forensic pathologists. 

I’m glad you weren’t making that hypothesis up, that you 
got it from the autopsy doctors. Yet, much as I hate to 
break this to you, they were making it up I 

= You may "stand by what you said earlier" on TInk's calculations, 

but those spurious figures cannot stand by you. If you are d-tfisu^Z? 
In. that the maximum time error is 50$, you still cast a dim 
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CC. Bernabel, Welsberg 



Seep in touch 8 



Howard 




